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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 - 4 and 33 - 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,479,488 (Lennig et al.). 

With respect to claim 1 , Lennig et al teach a call processing method, comprising: 
Operating a telephone switch (31) to provide a call, requesting information, to an 
automated call processing device (14A) which is coupled (Fig. 2) to the switch (31) and 
wherein the AC D 31 containing the call processing unit (14A) the ACD serves as an 
automated operator position and collects call related information (Col. 5, lines 32 - 39) 
and wear the call is switched to a second operator position (24) for further processing 
and where at least some of the collected data is transferred (forwarded) to the second 
operator (Col. 7, lines 29 - 33). 

With respect to claim 2, note use of speech recognition in call processing unit 
(14A in Fig. 2 and see also Col. 5, lines 21 - 30). 

With respect to claim 3, note Col. 6, line 35 and Col. 7, line 14. 

With respect to claim 4, note use of lexicons (Col. 5, lines 54-61) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5 - 10 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lennig et al. as applied to claiml above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,309,504 (Morgenstein). 

With regard to the first half of the claim 5, Lennig et all teach that it is well known 
to supply the second operator position with information from the look-up ( Col. 5, lines 
29 - 31 and Col. 6, lines 10-18). However, Lennig et al do not teach the step of 
transmitting data from the automated device to the second operator position over a data 
link, that is separate from the switch, which couples the automated call processing 
device to the second operator position. 

Morgenstein does teach such a step see Col. 13, line 47 - Col. 14, line 3). Note 
the automated device (30) being connected to the second operator 22 via data links 40 
and 54 note these links are separate from the switch. If applicant contends only one 
link is contemplated by the present application, see Col. 7, lines 27 - 36. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided the method of Lennig et 
al with such a data link which bypasses the switch as taught by Morganstein in order to 
free up the switch for other duties. 

With regard to claims 6-7, note that Morganstein, teach the transfer of data can 
be in response to a signal from the second operator (Col. 13, line 47 - Col. 14, line 3). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated such a 
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step as taught by Morganstein into the method of Lennig et al in order for a human 
operator to get information that was felt to be need to complete the service to the caller. 

With respect to claim 8, note Col. 3, lines 25 - 29 of Lennig et al. 

With respect to claims 9-10, see Col. 2, lines 29 - 30 and Col. 1 , lines 44 - 47. 

With respect to the removal silence, that is part of what happens when 

compression is performed, i.e., it is inherent. 

With respect to claim 35, note Summary of the Invention. 

Claims 16 - 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,309,504 (Morganstein) in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,199,062 (Von 
Meister et al.). 

Morganstein teaches receiving a call from a switch (24), connecting the call to an 
automated call processing unit (30) connected to the switch; operating the automated 
call processing unit to perform a first database look-up using call information provided 
by the switch and providing the information from the first look-up to the caller (Col. 5, 
lines 45 - 55; note use of ANI in Summary). However, Morganstein is not specific as to 
restaurants or the like . Note that Von Meister et al. teach that such is old in the art at 
Col. 7, line 67 - Col. 8, line 16 of Von Meister et al. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated the ANI with regard to location and 
restaurants as disclosed by Von Meister et al. as just another use of ANI for look-ups. 

With respect to claim 17, note Col. 3, lines 48 - 55 and Col. 5, lines 45 - 55 of 
Morganstein. 
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With respect to claim 18, note Col. 1 , lines 29 - 35 and Col. 6, line 67 - Col. 7, 
line 31 of Morganstein. 

Claims 19-20 and 22 - 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Morganstein in view of Lennig et al. 

Morganstein teaches the claimed device as discussed above except that the 
receiving of a telephone number from the operator. Note that Lenning does such (Col. 
7, lines 13-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
the second look-up return a telephone listing as taught by Lennig et al in the steps of 
Morganstein as such would only entail the programming of the call processing unit of 
Morganstein to request a listing rather than an insurance policy number. 

With respect to claim 22, Neither reference discloses the type of database look- 
up that is performed. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have used any look-up method that was deemed necessary. 

With respect to claim 23, note that both Morganstein and Lennig et al teach 
database look-ups for businesses like insurance Co. as discussed above and Lennig 
specifically teaches look-ups for businesses (Col. 7, line 19). Since a restaurant is a 
business, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to list restaurants 
in the business listings nd as stated above - this wold only entail an obvious 
programming change to the call processing unit of Morganstein. 

With respect to claims 24 - 25, such is obvious after the discussion above. The 
use of text to speech in providing user prompts from text databases is well known and it 
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is obvious that Morganstein and uses text to speech since it is a cost effective way to 
store system prompts. However, if this is not agreed see the 103 rejection below. 

Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lennig 
et al. and Morgenstein as applied to claim15 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,901,209 (Tannenbaum). 

The Lennig et al.-Morganstein combination does not specifically teach the use of 
text-to-speech. However Tannenbaum teach such (Col. 6, lines 15-18 and Col. 10, 
lines 50 - 54). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have incorporated such text-to-speech as taught by Tannenbaum into the steps of 
the Lennig et al. combination in order to have a more cost effective system. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morganstein in view of U.S. Patent No. 4, 907,247 (Nomura et al.). 

Morganstein teaches the claimed device as discussed above, except for the 
ability to fax directions to a caller. However, note that Nomura et al teach such a 
limitation as claimed by applicant (see Abstract, Col. 24, lines 29 - Col. 25, line 7 and 
claim 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
incorporated such a method as taught by Nomura et al into the Morganstein method as 
such would only entail the substitution or addition of well known databases. 



Application/Control Number: 09/154,965 
Art Unit: 2614 



Page 7 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,608,892 (Shaffer et al.) - note Col. 1 5, line 1 8 - Col. 1 8, line 
51; and 

U.S. Patent No. 5,862,209 (Kapsales) - note Summary of Invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bill Deane whose telephone number is (571) 272-7484. 
In addition, facsimile transmissions should be directed to Bill Deane at facsimile number 
(571)273-8300. 

29Oct2007 



Conclusion 




WILLIAM J. DEANE, jR. 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
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